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ABSTRACT 



Tbe 



institution^ 



goals of the Onijrersity of Illinpis 
and the Illinois Board of HlgheF^Education durlng/the 1960s *and 
conflict between the two 'entities 'are exaiined. One goal of the 
^Oniversity of Illinois was to develop new general purpose canpuses in 
the urbait areas of the^stal^e. in order to increase i^s educational 
services to the state. One goal of the Illinpis Bpard of Higher 
Education was to provide e^ffective leadership for statewide laaster 
pl&ns for public higher education. Attention is directed to the 
. importance of the goals^ actios blocking goal attainieut ^ ^ and degree 
of.Qoal a-ttainment^ Differences -in organisational circuast^nces of 
^.he two groups ar^ examined to help detero^ne whether the goals are 
.-'central to insjbitu-fional self-maintenance, ifhe university's goal of 
^adding new general purpose campuses was directly frustrated b^ the 

* board's reiection of the plans 9^ "The 0^versit5||tof Illinois aad 
Plans for the'Euture^" and by.dietiial of governance of tte Chicago and 
Springfield campuses fMvided for in Master Plan II. 'Iifae^board's goal 
of providing strong leadership ^in statewide master planning wiis 
partially blocked by -^e mere existence of Oniversity of .Illinois 
statewide planning initiatives. The board was able to protect its 
gpal by den'ying' the fruit of the Oniversity's pla^nning initiatives. 

* For the university, the goal of adding new general purpose cainpuses 
was important but only one among a broad set of -goals typical of the 
comprehensive university. It is sug9ested that t'he\oal o^^roviding 
istrona 'leadership in statew,ide master planning was central to the 
board's self -maintenance. (SW) 
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ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS AND SEIf»-MAINTENANCE^''i:N PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION 
COGRDINAi-ION/C ^ .THE UNIVERSXTY OF ILLINOIS AND THE ILLINOIS BOARD OF 
HIGHER EDUCATION DURING THE 1960 '"S 

^ Statewide higher education coordinating boards were estedblished* in a 
niamber of states during the 19S0's, 1960's, and early 1970's. They aro^e 
from the coincidence of legislative desires to avoid mediating ^sputes 
between competing universities cmd expert opinions on the need for coordi- 
nated development of higher education, 'coordinating board statutory autfiori"^ 
typically includes approval K^f new degree programsymaster pleinning for future 
development of higher education, and formulation oi budgetary reccxnmendations 
•to the legislature and/or^ governor. • 

During the n^jor period of , higher .education growth in the 1960's, a 
particularly high degree of political conflict between the statewide 
coordinatiAg board cmd the principal state university was » observed in a 
niomber of states. The most comprehensive cmd prestigious public university 
has usually been the major bpponent of the establishment of coordinating 
boards which have more them advisory powers and are composed of a majority 
of public -as opposed to institutional members. It has usually also been 
the major opponent of the policy positions such regulatory coordinating 
Jpoaurds have taken. * 

There has not been much examination of statewide higher education 
coordination from the perspective of political science and even less otgaiM^ 
zatipnal analysis. The author seeks^^ contribute to an understanding of 
the process of higher education CQMdination by an examination of the 
^institutional goails anvd s^lf-maintl^nance which underlies it. The analysis 
will accdxint for the high degree of conflict between the principal state 
university and the statewide coordinating boeurd in terms of institutional 
goals and •self -maintenance. , ' . 

The case to be examined in some detail is that of Illinois during the 
pefiod of rapid higher ediication growth in the 1960's. Conflict between 
the University of Illinois and the IH^ois Board of Higher Education was 
peurticularly meurked. Illinois is likely €o be a particulaurly useful case 
study because the Illinoia Board of Higher Education was regaurded during 
the 1960's as the politipally most powerful of the regulatory coordinating 
boards. 

I. ' ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS AND SELF-MAINTENANCE 

Self-maintenemce needs eurp inherent in the natxire of modern organiza- 
tions. As ghilip SelznicJ^ suggests in Leadership in Administration f 
org^anizations axe* inevitably mazfked by strong concerns for self -maintenance. 



.The views and opinions in^this paper are those of the author and do . not 
necessarily represent the- opinion of the Board of Regents. I 



, A living association blendff 'technical aims and pro- 

cedur^ with personal desires amd group interests. 
. As ^^r^esult, various elementiS in the association 
have a stake in its continued existence. Moreover 
^ . the aims of the orgamization maty require a certain 

permanence and stadjility.^ " . . 

. • — — 

Substantially the same idea, in somewhat different terminology, is offered 
by Simon, Smithterg, and ThOMpson; in Public Administrations Institutions, 
they suggest, have a strong will to sur^ve.2^ Simcu^, Smithberg, find 
Thomps9n also provide a more explicit link between institutional survival 
. and institutional goa||p^than that stated less concretely^ by Selznick.- 
They indicate that institutional self'-maintenance takes the form of attempts 
to protect institutional go^ls.^ Although it is not directly stated, it 
can be inferred frcwi Simon, Smithing, and ^TttiOTipson that an organiMtion 
w^l not be equally protective of all its ^Js because all are not^ equally 
important to its survival. 

An importemt part, therefore, of the examination of organizational 
^oals- is distinguishing between those which are central to organizational^ 
survival, a^ least in the views of thte leaders of the organization, and 
those which bear a lesser significance. ' Survival interests will* condition 
the priorities among these goals and the tactics used to achieve them^ 

The only use of the concept of institutional self-maintenance which 
the author finds in the literature on higher education politics is that by 
Allcm4Rosenbaum. In concludiisg comments on %he various relationships « 
between state universities and:;^|tate politics, RosenSaum jiescribes the 
motivations of the University or Illinois and the other Illinois state univer 
sities for their inv61vement in the political process' as "the maintenance 
and ,enhcuicement needs of laurge formal organizations*"^ Rosepbaum does not 
examine the orgamizational gt)als of state universities or state governmental 
units. 

The^ase to be examined within the framework of institutional goals 
amd self-mai-ntenamce is that in Illinois relating to new campus develo^xn^nt 
and master plemning. One goal of the University of Illinois was to develop 
new.genferal purpose campuses in the urban areas of the state in order to 
increase *its educational services to the stAte. ^Orie goal of the Illinois 
Board of Higher Eddc^tion was to provide effective leadership for statewide. 
* master plains f <^ public higher education . ' 

The focus of this examination will be thes# institutional Jfoals. More 
specifically, it will be the importamce of the goals, actaons blocking 
goal attadnment, amd degree of goal attainment. Determii^iions of whether 
a goal is central to institutional self-maintenamce are necessarily inexact , 
must be roajde on the ba^is of the environmental circumstamctes of 'the 
^^stitution. Attention will be, given t<f differences in organizational cir- 
ciunstances of the two entities. The recency of the establishment of the 
Illinois Board of Higher Educlitidn. apd the limited number of its goals will 
be related to the importance of the statewide master planning .goal. The 
breadth of University of Illinois' goals will be related to the importamce"" 
of the new can4>us development goal . , - 



* ' Written sources of information on the case were dr^wn from the prihted 
public xTecotd which includes official Illinois .Board of Higher Education, 
and Uniyef-sity of Illinois reports, nunutes df the Board and o*f the Univer- 
sity of Illinois Board of Trustees, cuid reports of committees advisory to 
the Board. •Statements and correspondence in the files of the Bo^rd and the 
University were' consulted. News articles and editoriv^ls relating to X^e 
controversy were examined. * A number of indi^duals knowledgeable abouts tjie 
case were interviewed in- depth during 1972 with the understanding that . they 
%*ould not be quoted cmd that no specific pieces of information would be 
attributed to them unless specific permission was granted. Whenever It was 
possible, information received from anortyitfbus sources has been supported by 
»vpubli<^ information. , ' » ^ 

'Prior to developing the cmalysis, certain background information neec^ 
to be provided about the organizational history of Illinois public higher 
education and Illinois higher education growth in the 1960's. 

II. ORGANIZATIONAL HISTORY OF ILLINOIS PUBtAC HIGHER EDUCATION^ <^ 

A. Prior to Establishment of Board of Higher Education ' 

\ [ ' \ / 

In I960 there were three governing boards for all state j)xiblic four-ryear 
higher educati^on institutions; the University of Illinois Board of Trustees, 
the Southern Illinois University Board of Trustees, and the Teachers College 
Board. ,In 1960 the University of Illinois was the only comprehensive 
public university in Illinois. Southern Illinois University's teaching, 
research, and ^blic service functions were significantly less comprehensive 
an4 well deve^LopeS. It haS won legislettive approval to offer lii>era]rarts ^ 
prograEtas'only in 1943', gained a sejiarate governing board in 1949, aAd was ' 
still t>rohibited from developing programs in a number of professional- areas, 
^n the late 1950' s, the other four-year state institutions governed by the 
Teachers College Board were emerging from the status of teachers colleges 
under which their, programs had been limited by law to teacher education. f 
They were developing. fu^ undergraduate liberal a'rts curricula and desired 
graduate and professionH programs. 

^In 1960 only the University of Illinois and Southern Illinois University 
operated campuses in^d^ition to the main campus. The Uhiver^ity of Illinois 
ha'd long had a Medical Center campus in Chicago and had also operated since^ 
1946 a two-year branch* campus on Navy Pier. In 1960 the University: was* still 
irJvolved in finding a site for a Chicago campus which would have full four- 
year cmd graduate programs and would replace the Navy Pier campus: Southern 
Illinois University v^as already operating small tanporary branch campuses 
in the St. Louis area while in the process of developing a permanent bra/ich 
cai^His in Edwardsville. 

' • • \' • 

B. Establishment^ Powers, and Structure 6f the Illinois Board of 

Higher Education ,\ 

As previously noted, the genesis of the I]|linois Board of Higher 
Education ccm be seen as arising from a coincidence of legislative desires' 
to avoid mediating disputes between con5)eting universities and ^^ert 
opinions on the need for the coordinated development of higher education. 



The competition, which Tiad been confined in* the 1940 's^d 1^950 's to the 
University of Illinois and.sJtrth^m Illinois University7N>a&- broadening with 
the trans forma t).on of the former teachers college, into developing univer- 
sities. The advisory Commission on Higher Education (established by the 
legislature in 1954) was ^frequently , ignored by the universities who too)$: 
their requests directly , to, the legislature. 

The legislature passed and the Govgirnor signed the bill creating the 
Illinois Board of Higher Educatrion in 1961 . ^ The basic pow^s of the Board 
are three eureas: budget review, program approval, and mastj^r plahrjing. 
The Bo'surd makes budget recommendations to the Governor and to the Geneiral 
As^mbly,. Approval of the Board is necessary before an institution can 
establish a new bremch or campus or offer cmy n6w unit of instruction^' 
research, or public service. The Boeurd is charged wi'th^preparing a master 
* plcm for the "development, expemsion, ^.ntegration, ^coordination and 
efficient utilisation of the ^facilities', curricula^ and standards of higher , 
education for the public institutions of higher education in the area of 
teaching, research, and public service." The' Board formulates the master 
plin and prepare! for th6 legislature and Governor drafts of proposed legis-*. 
Ration to effect the plcm. Although a statewide planning function was 
assigned to the Illinois Board of Higher Education in the, fopi of its^ master 
planning fionction, no jjiention was made in the statutes regarding v^ich 
planning activities were, still the prerogative of the universities. ' This 
ambiguity of planning prerogative greatly contributed to conflict between 
the Boatrd emd the University of Illinois over planning for new campuses 

The Executive Dijrector who heads the^Board professional staff has 
sJ^rays had, due to his "control over the information supplied to the members 
of the Board, ^a l^rge influence on Boeurd policies. In practice. Board policy 
has been developed, by the executive director who then seeks the consent of 
the chairm2m. The' Board has sources of advice in both technical committees 
and advispry committees. 

nr. CASE BACKGROUND " " 

, Master Plsm I, the fitst master plan of the Bpard of Higher Education, 
involved a number of provisions including^ those f or *the establishment of a 
partially state-supported system of junior colleges and enlairgem^nt of the 
state college system through acquisition of the Chicago Teachers College. 
The latter institution was to be placed under the. governance of the Teachers* 
college Board whose name was l^o be chamged to the Boaurd of Governors of 
State* Colleger's and Universities. Also projected was a futura ^phasis on 
conimiter father them residential institutions for junior^ s^ior, and 
graduate-level work. There was no strong opposition to Master Plcm I pro- 
posals either ^n Board formi;lation or state governmental consideijation. 

. Beginning in Jthe early 1960's, the University of Illinois expressed 
interest in *ae\Jfeloping new general purpose campuses. As a culmination of 
its long-rsmge planning efforts, the University of Illinois presented a 
proposal entitled "The University of *Ill:^nois and Plans for the*Future" to 
the Illinois Board of Higher Education late in 1964. The University of 
Illinois sought special funding to intensify its long-jterm plemning for, four- 
year campuses in the heavily populate"^ areas of Illinois (Chicago, Peoria, 



Spriogfield, Decatur^ Rod^kford, and Rock Islsmd) . It also sought immediate 
•-approval to operate a higher education program at Navy^Pier in Chicago, the 
site whick v{as being abandoned as thfe University of Illinois at Chicago Circle 
was being completed. The Navy pier campus, it was suggested, was to serve * 
to meet the immediate ^needfe for college spaces and would exist on a temporary 
basis. The university proposal was labeled "eiupi re-building" in a number of 
quarters and particularly so by the private, universities who were concerned 
about the effect ©f any further expansion of the University of Illinois upon 
- their own enrollment prospects. Questions were also raised ^as to why-the 
' proposal had not been made earlier while the Illinois Board o^ Higher - 
Education was formulating Master Plem i and how the plan coordinated with 
junior college development. ' • 

The Illinois Board of Higher Education staff feport prepared in response 
to the Univ)ersity of Illinois proposal stressed the impropriety of the 
University of Illinois proposal for statewide planning; the Illinois Board 
of Higher Education was to do all statewide planning./ In April i965, the 
Board declined to grsmt the University of Illinois the permission it sought. 
University of Illinois President Davtd Dodds Henry said ±he University would 
abide by the Illinois Board of Higher\ Education decision but added that the 
University would press its/ case for rfew campuses in the-planning for Master 
Plan II which was then in 'its beginning «tages. 

^. AmoAg the provisions of Master Plan II completed in 1966 were those 
reccxpntending the creation of an .additional university governing board and- 
the estcdblishment of cm unspecified nxamber of upper-division commuter institu- 
tions in the Chicago Metropolitan area and in Springf ieldy-the state capital. 
The Board of Regents was to be created to. govern Northern Illinois University 
and Illinois State University then under the jurisdiction of the Board of 
Governors. The rationale provided was that theSe two .universities which 
were expected to develop a relatively full range of doctoral programs in 
the art^s and sciences ought to be governed separately from those univ^rsi-: ' 
ties encouraged to develop a much narrower range of functions. The bill 
establishing the Board .of Regents passed easily in the 1967 legislative 
session. Heated controversy surrounded the legislative consideration,^ how- / 
ever, of Senate Bill 955, the bill providing funds for the advanced pj^nning^ 
for a campus in the Chicago area and one in Springfield because of the ^ 
opposition of the private colleges and universities to the establishment of 
new public university campuses. The private college cmd university forces 
although strong were ultimately not able to prevail. As had been recom- 
mended in Master Plcm II, S.B. ^55 also provided that the "Illinois Board of 
Higher Education decide which governing board would be responsible ^or the 
new campxises. During the 1967 legislative session, ^^e University of Illinois 
supported S.B. 955 amd had the impression that the Board would assign it the 
Springfield campus. ' ^ ^ 

In Fall 1967 the Illinois Board -of Higher Education established a sub-, 
committee to consider the questions of general location, function, and 
^governance of ^ the two new caitpuses'. The determination that any new campus 
be for junior, senior ,and graduate students only grew out of concerns for ^ . 
junior college development and was not particularly controversial. All fotir 
university governing boards presented » papers to the Special Committee with 
regard to the governsmce question, ' Only the University of Illinois seemed , 
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to regard its proposal ajs more than perfunctor^. :in Spring 1967, at the time 
the Bill establishing the Board of Regents had gone through the legislature, 
a legislative friend of Southern Illinois University had introduced a bill , 
providing for the Southern Illinois University Board of Trustees to govern 

Univer^sity and Northern Illinois University and the new 
Springfield campus, yhat bill was' quickly killed. 

At the meetings of the Special COTKiittee, Illinois Board of Higher 
Education Executive Director Lyman Glenny highlighted a number of drawbacks 
to developing ^the new campuses within the University of IlUnois anphasizing . 
concerns about protecting the functional id^^ntity^of the new campuses and \ 
maintaining a "balance of power" within public higher education, "university 
of Illinois President Henry continued .to emphasize the many strengths of' 
the University a^id maintained that irrelevant non-jsducational criteria wer& 
being injected into an educational debate. 

» 

^ In December 1967, the Special^ Committee recommended that the Springfield 
^campus be assigned to the Board of Regents and the Chicago area campus to the 
Board of Governors. Once the Special Committee iqgde its report, the University 
of Illinois ceased to Idvance its ca^ fo^ the campuses v^ile disputing 
certain reccxranendations and commentary in the report yhich it considered 
offensive. The final Board of Higher Education report removed most of that 
contested language, 

• After the Illinois Board of Higher' Education accepted in January 1968 the , 
reccoanendations on governing boards for the two new campuses, there was no ^ 
apparent University opposition to legislative establishment and funding of 
the two new campuses, in the 1969 biennial legislative session, bills wer^e 
passed and signed by the Governor 'establishing Saingairton State 'Univers.ity ^der 
the Board of Regents and Oovemors State Univer'sity under the Board of 
Governors. -l * r - 

/ • 

IV. CASE ANALYSIS 

^ A- Universi ty of Illinois Aspirations for Development of New Campuses 

Dating back to no later than 1963, it was a significant goal of the 
University of Illinois' to meet the needs of Illinois for more student spaces 
in higher education by , establishing an unspecified number of University of 
Illinois campuses throughout the State. Ehiring the 1950 's the University 
of Illinois was still unsure whether it wished to operate any new campuses 
because of reservations on whether such efforts would tend to drain resources 
from its principal campus in Urbana. By the early 1960's, demand for new 
campuses in the urban areas was strong. It appeared that if the University 
of Illinois was not intereste<J in new campuses other state universities, 
particularly Southearn Illinois University, would be.^ A major planning, 
effort was the 1962-63 study by a staff member; Robert Crane, of the heed for 
a four-year university in Springfield, the state capital. That study was 
undertaken at the urging of a citizens group in Springfield. 

The plarihin^ model which the University of Illinois was examining from the 
early 1960 'ai through the 1967 proposal to govern the new Springfield campus, 
was that of the Univer^iity of California ^stem. The .University^ of California 



'stem was regarded by many scholars of higher education as the most success- 
il system in providing "high quality teaching, research, and public service 
iroughout a large pirea; that* high regard was not, however, . universal. As' a* 
esult of its planning* activities during the early 1960 's, the University of 
Illinois determined that •the University of California system could serve, to 
a lar^e degree, as its plemning model, On a number of occasions at staff 
roeejitings with the Illinois Boeird of Higher E<iucation, the Oniversity of 
Illinois made reference to the University of California model and sugge^ed 
that the Board staff might well profit from talking to thQ staff of the Cali- 
fornia system.^ ^ " ^ 

As the provisional IJaster Plem I was being developed, the University of 
Illinois indicated its willingness and desire to develop axtd govern new . 
campuseSf The position of the University of Illinois was communicated in . 
"Goals and Fiinctions. of the University of Illinois," a report submitted- to the 
Illinois Board of Higher Educatiop in December 1963, in response to a, request 
from the Board 2ib6ut the goals and functions- of the University. The report 
identified a need for more four-year state-supported' universities. It pointed 
out the Crane study of th^ higher education market in and around Springfield 
as the only extended studfjv^f any urban area that had been done to that date . 
It suggested the necessity of such studies^ f or other population centers. It 
recognized the desirability of a s\:ress on commuter institutions in planning 
for the future. It identified as an open question whether these campuses 
should be associated with existing iiniversities. Finally, it pointed out 
advamtages of such association', and indicated its willingness to undertake 
responsibility for new campuses.® A subsequent speech by University of 
Illinois President Henry clarified the University's goal: 

He believe that the University's recent experience in 
, % commuter design constitutes an obligation for timely 

initiative and careful analysis. We ajje now preparing 
r a comprehensive study of the broad question of how ^ 

^^ditional service by the. Unive;:sity of Illinois 
should be plemned, and within the coming months will 
maJ^ reccianmendations to the Boasd of Trustees and to 
the Board of Higher Education as a result of this ♦ 
inquiry.^ 

Thev University of Illinois was clearly interested in est2Q)lishing nev 
campuses and apparently saw extensive long-range planning as" a major initiative 
it could take to help call attention to the need for and win* support Vfor new 
campuses. At^the same time, the University was aware of the ambiguitj^ * 
created when the Illinois Board of »igher Education was' assigned by statute 
the master planning function with no mention of the* extent to'whiqh the long- 
range plemning whi-ch the University had historically done was to be ^e^tricted. 
In the speech previously qiipted, the University of Illinois shofk apprehen- 
sion that the Illinois Boaurd of Higher Education might attempt to curtail 
University statewi<5e planning ef forts. It is also implied^ in the speech 
that continued long-range planning by the University of Illinois relating, to 
the whole state is appropriate and actions of the Illinois Board, of Higher 
Education .aimed * at restriction are inappropriate. 

B. Illinois Board of Higher 'Education Statewide Master planning Function 



/ 
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The principal duty assigned to .the Illinois Board of Higher Education^was' 
^the master planning function. Lyman Glenny, who was Associate Director t 

(1962-65) and Executive Di^^ctor (1965-6gJ of the Board, has written of ?the ^ 
. Board ' s ff unctions: 
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^ . > State-wide, long-range plaftining is the principal legal 
power* whicK allows the coordinating agency to .gain a 
. degree of political leadership in the "s&heme of 
.* ^ balanced tensions." Priorities and detemt^nation of 

^ Heed. . .logically follow from a grand design which is 

subject to continuous reassessment and revision in 
order to reflect the dynafhics of societal change.* As 
master planning becomes a continuous process, the 
. ' agency gains insight and sophi-stication in hiqher 

' ' ^ education policy-making and its consequences. 

Becajase statewide master planning was the primary function with which the 
Illinois Board of Higher Education was charged, it inevitably bad to be the 
{Principal goal of the* Board to provide strong leadership in statewide master 
plAning. Any University of Illinois , action perceived by the Illinois Board 
of Higher Education to threaten its statewide master planning function, as 
the Board itself defined that furlction, would be a significant threat to^ ^ 
the Board. * » - 

During the first three years of the^ Illinois Board of Higher Education 
operations, staffing and budget were extremely minimal.' 'Most of the planning 
- tivity^ connected with the development of Master plan I was carried on in 
punction with University of Illinois staff. Given the dependency o£ the 
rd staff upon the University staff in these early planning activities, 
it ^ was impossibltf' to fully assert any exclusivity for its statewide master 
planning function. These circumstances"^ contributed to the previously noted 
ambiguity about whether stciiewide plailning is reserved to the Illinois Board 
of Higher Education and whether any statewide Planning is permitted to the 
universities. A recommendation to amend the statute to remove the ambiguities 
will be described later in the paper. 

' Illinois Board of Higher Education interpretation of the exclusivity and 
extent of its statewide, master planning fimction will' be examined in the next 
section of this paper. 



" The. University of Illinois ^nd Plans fot the Future, "--Navy Pier 
and Planning in DoWnstate Cities • ' 



As noted in Section III, the University of Illinois presented to the 
Illinois Board, of Higher Education during December 1954 a pro^sal entitled 
."The University of Illinois and Plans for the Future," which included the 
University's intention for long-range planning for campuses in a number of ' 
Downstate cities and immediate approval to temporarily operate on Navy Pier. 

The reassertion by the University of Illinois that it intended to carry 
on ej^tensive statewide plemning was perc#.ved by Browne and Glenny tp be a 
continuing threat ±o the Illinois -Board of Higher Edufcation mandate for state- 
wide planning activities as they interpreted that mandate. Executive 
Director Browne realized that the planning efforts of the University of 
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Illinois had been essential to the Illinois Boar of Higher Education develop 

ing Master Plan I. By late 1964, however, the Bcjard had been able to recruit 
a more extensive professional staff. In Browne's opinion, the Board was in a 
'position to provide statewide planning leadership although it still 'depended 
•on some efforts >of the University of Illinois staff. ^2 conversations with 
University of Illinois staff soon after the proposals were received,' both ^ 
Browne and Glenny expressed the inconsistency they perceived between .University . 
of Illinois planning efforts and Illinois' Board of Higher Education responsi- 
bility for statewide planning. 13 • , ^ 

The Illinois Board of Higher Education staff report prepared ia response 
to the University of Illinois proposal stressed the impropriety of the 
University qf ^Illinois proposal for s€atewide planning. Such planning should 
not be conducted the ^aff report stressed, even in part, by a single state 
university. The planning shcruld be conducted by experts from a number' of 
institutions under circumstances similar to those under which master plans 
' are prepared. The legal mandate of the Board for statewide planning' was 
stressed: . . » 

^ It is the Board of- Higher Education which has the clear 
legdl mandate to 'analyze the present and future ^ims, 
needs and requirements Af higher education in tj^e State 
. of Illinois' and in doing so to recommend 'from time' to 
^ .time as it determines, amendments and modifications' to 

its Master ^lan'.^^ . ' 

A recommendation of the staff report wliich was stressed was that new senior 
college campuses be established only where a comprehensive junior college 
existed. Thajt recommendation aimed at preventing planning ^for spaces fqr 
jianior^ and seniors from having a negative effect on junior college develop-* 
ment wh^ich was crucial to ^he implementation of J^aster Plan 1,15 

After the anrtouncement. of the Illinois Board of Higher Education decision 
against the' continued operation (jf a University of Illinois Navy Pier campus, 
University President Henry announced the University would abide by the Board 
decision but would press its case for new University campuses in tjie planning 
for Master Plan II. 

1. Effect-^UDiyersity of Illinois " / 

-The University of Illinois had frequent;^ly articulated the goal of adding 
new campuses to the University of Illinois in order to meet the need for more 
student sj^aces in higher education. The denial by the Illinois Board of 
Higher Education of approval to reopen Navy Pier and for funding to carry on 
intensive planning in four other urban 4reas was a threat to the attainment 
of that goal. Rejection of the Navy Pier proposal was a direct threat to the 
goal. Refusal to directly fund planning for the four urban areas was a 
somewhat less direct threat because of, opportunities to plan in a less inten- 
sive fashion with other funds.* 

\ 2. Effect — Illinois Board of Higher Education 

The controversy over the proposal "The University o^ Illinois and Plans 
for the Future," is assessed by Ernest Palola and others to be the "... . 
first major test of the Board of Higher Education's planning authority . "^^ 



What was* at stake, Palola and others find, was whether the llliribis Board of 
Higher Education could resist being hurried into making a major policy 

^decision by the pjf.anning proposals ^of the principal state university before. 

* the Bo^rd could exp]<>re a variety of considejra^tions relating to Master flan I 
and Master Plan II. Had the Illinois Board* of Higher Education gone along 
witlrtl\e Oniversity "of Illinois plans, ambiguities woul'd ^lave been created 
for the development of the, junior col legfe system under Mastej^ Plan I and 
planning for Vew senior campuses under Master Plan if*. 

A number of questions such as the following wd^ld havef been raised with 
regard to the statewide master plan: Was the" development of University of 
Illinois campuses in certain cities to be a substitute, for junior cplleges? , 
If ^ the University of Illinois was allowed to develop campuses in tj^iese urban 
areas would this be the extent of uiv-versity development which was necessary, 
would much of the planning ,to_ be undertaken for Master Plan II be unnecessary? 
The fear of the Illinois Board of Higher JJducation was not' tt>at Board decisions 
would be appealed by the University of Illinois^ to state palitical figures 
but rather that University of Illinois statewide planning initiatives would 
draw attention away frcMn those of the Board. If' theiUnivefsity of Illinois 
consistently pres^nteci plans for its own development prior -tq th6 regular- 
ised process connected with^the stages of BolirS master plafnning, attention 
would be focused on these* University of Itlinois plans. Under those circum- 
stances, the Illinois Board af Higher Education wouldf not be able to set >the 
agenda 'for tl(K^ master plemning process. ' ' , ♦ 

Palola and others v4.ew the case of "The University of niinois and Plans • 
for the Future," as a major success for Illinois Board of Higher Education 
planning authority. ^'in other words, the Board protected well, its statewide 
master planning goal as it defined that goal. 

It appears that llliliois Board of Higher Education denial to the Unive^ 
sity of Illinois of approval^to continue operations on Navy pier was a 
necessary step to translate its -statewide' pl'anning autha;rity, as it inter- 
preted it," into reality. To allow' the University of tllinoi^s to gain a new 
camp\is, even temporarily, mainly as a result of aggressive planning 
initiatives could only be considered acceptance- of continued statewide 
University planning activities. . ' , . ' 

D» ' Controversy Over Statewide Planning After the Navy Pier Controversy 
a nd Bfefor ^ Senate Bill 955' 

— 4 

Potential for cc^itinuing threat to the Il'linqis Board of Higher .Education 
leadership in statewide master planning goal remained afttfr the erld of ^ the 
controversy over Navy* Pier. The Illinois Board of Higher Education had in 
that controversy clefirly indicated that it would oppose, throu^ the denial 
of. budget requests for such purposes, efforjis of th^ Unijje£^i^ of Illinois 
to plan in a relatively independent manner for meeting a large proportion 
of the 'enrollment needs of the state as a whole. n The University of Illinois, 
however, waS still able to plan for new campuses on a limited fcasis without 
the additional resources for statewide planning that it had sought in "The 
University of Illinoii/and Plans fo^ the Future. The* continued determination* 
of the University of Illinois to plan' on a statewide basis and its concern 
that its statewide planning activities, wpuld be hampered by the Illinois Board 
of Higher Education was reflected in an internal University staff 'memo; 



...in the ^oard of Higher Elucaticn/ staff reaction, to ' 
University^ of Illinois ;proposals for additional campuses, 
• you will note the tone pf cQncfijdn as to why the Uni^fi-- 
\ * ' sity has chosen to assume a state-wide, planning interest. * \ 
This postOre of the staff illuminates another aspect, 
the hazard that the institutions wilj. .not plan aggres-^" 
sively, vjill be inhibited by the.presehce. of , a state^^'IP 
agency. 18 ' . * ' " 

The nature 6i the friction between'^© Illinois Board of Higher Educatiion 
and the University of Illinois with regard to SefinLtion of the Board's state- 
wide planning- function was delineated fu^^ by. ||frd ..Keenan in a study done 
for .the Commission on" State Government— ITLinp is 4%the Illinois public 
higher education^^ystem. ^ The law creating the B^oard while granting state- 
wide ^l«jining aut;fiSrity to the Board did not deny it to the University of 
-Iljipois or 'any. other of the hicrher education institutions. / In, the, existing 
gray arefia, both the Board |lnd the University , undertook extensive investiga- 
ftions. Tlie undertaJRnq by the University of statewide planning raises 
serious political questi'dos. Tfte investment ^of resources by "the University 
in these studies helps tlye University gain ej^rtise whffcb gives it a very 
stfdng advantage in' getting approval of its pians by the Board. Once the 
University of Illinois has made a sizable investment in planning, and gained, 
substantial expertise, it then becomes only fair that^ the University be ' 
^gi>^en ;respopsibility for thod^un^t it has plannecj.-^^ . Reenart concludes that 
the only manner in which^ the Illinois Board of Higher Education will in fact 
have ultimate statewide' planning- Siuthority is if 'the act crea^i^jg the Board 
•is changed to" require the reporting to the Board 6f any study pommissioned 
by a governing board or its administrative officers involving the investiga- 
tions of desirability of establishiil| new campuses and to require the Board *s 
approval before any funds are expended for such studies, 
t_ * 

^ President^eriry responded- very strongly to the -suggestion that the- 
University of fl^im^s be required to-have prior Illinois Board of ili^her 
Education approval for its statewid^planning Efforts, I Such a suggestion 
was^rceived to be a threat to thelong acc6i)ted. institutional prerogatives 
of the University, "...to'deny that an-i?nstitution cannot/o« its own 
initiative, undertake planning studies— ^annot indeed search out ideas, 
explore, alternatives, .make known its views— is a violation of institutiohal 
integrity .21 ^ * , ^ 

Due to Strang University of Illinois opposition to Keenan's recommen- 
<iations., no changes in the Illinois Board of Higher Education statute were 
mad^ Also, a recommendation in the provisional draft* of Master Plan* II' ^ 
that Board approval of planning aimed at the establishment of a new campus ' 
had to precede university expendi«ture of such funds was omitted from' the 
final draft. The gray area in which the University of Illinois had the 
flexibility to carry on statewide planning -activities therefoA remained. . 

During revision of the l^ovi^iohal draft of Master Plan II, the Univer- 
sity of Illinois, had again underlined its desire to govern new campuses. It 
asserted that "functionai" criteria did not provide a basis, for refusal to 
grant the University of Illinois Board, o"f Trustees governance of new campuses. 
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A statement on the provisional drarft of Master Plan which the University of 
Illinois- submitted to the Illinois Board of Higher Education includes the 
foM.cying: . - , ^ ^ 

' The University of Illinois holds to its previous position^ 

#that it will seek to serve as antadministrative agent for 
th^ development of one or more new campuses — ^ position 
^ based upon its experience and professional resources. 

£• New Campus Govgrncince Assilgnmfents Controversy f 

1. ^ Continued Efforts of the University of Illinois to Develop New 
Ccunpuses 9 \ » 

While Phase II of the Master Plan was being^4eveloped and sold to the 
legislature, the University of Illinois continued statewide planning efforts 
in clos9» cooperation with the Illinois Board of Higher EduCcition and also 
independerltly . A major plcinning effort wits a, second study (Berber) ,of the 
Springfield area undertaken at the urging of and financed by the Springfield 
citizens group. The report reaffirmed the heed for senior college spaces 
in the Springfield area. As described in Secti^oa III, the University of 
Illinois was intensively planning for and ^x|:^cted to be assigned the govern- 
ance of the Springfield campus for which the Illinois General Assembly in 
Spring 1967 had appropriated money for the later stages of planning, 

' • '■ ■ ^ . 

T!he University of Illinois presented a statement making suggestions for 
the general nature of and governancfe of the Springfield' campus before the 
Special Committee* at an October 1967* meeting. In 'it the University stressed 
(1) two major planning efforts in Sprincffield (the Crane and Flrb^r reports) 
which members of its staff had completed; (2*) its involveitMsnt in educational 
affairs in Springfield; (3) its ability to. develop high quality graduate 
prograin^; (4) its qualif icatioi^s to provide research and technical services 
to state government; and (5) its administrative structure. The University 
indicated its concern with the ^new campus^^iiev^<:>pment goal by its vigorous % 
activity during the deliberations of the Spe<J^l Committ^^ and advisory 
committees in September-December 1967*. 



^ . ' r ' \ 

At a November 1967 meeting of the Universi-ty of Illinois Board of 
Trustees, h resolution was apprm^Q indicating that the University of 
Illir^s would Continue to s^flBj^rnance of the Springfield campus buf*^ 
^uld no longer seek gove'rnan5HBP:he ^Chicago campus. The. University 
ceased to advance its ca^e for assignment of the Springfield campus only 
after the Special Commitjtee had 'reached its 4ffcision-^*^presented it to the 
IllinQis Board of Higher Education in Janucu:y 1968. ' 

2. Illinois Board of Higher Educatiop, Continued Concern f or ^ 
j bLeadership in Statewide Master Planning 

' / 

In the Fall of 1967, Lymeui Glenny as Exefcutive Director bf the Illinois 
Board of Higher Education, was^ convinced that if the University of Illinois 
were to gain any more general-purpose campuses, the Illinois Bdard of Higher, 
Education would become totally inef fectivjLt Concern was expressed as in the 
controversy over "The University of Illinois' and Plans for the Future," tkat 
statewide planning initiative would be lost to the University of Illinois. 
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Anothei^^ncern, not previously expressed, was that if the University gained 
a campus m the state capital, it would gain major politicad resources. 
These political resources could be used by the University to prevent the 
Board from' taking any action distasteful to the University, 25 

* • 

Glenny was convinced that the assignment of either of the two planned 
cainpuses tQ the University of Illinois would 'make it virtually impossible 
for the Illinois Board of HigWer Education to effectively perform any of the 
functions it had been assigned, if the University of Illinois were assigned 
any new campuses, it would tend to dominate the whole^^stem of public ' 
higher Education. The political resources of the University of Illinois, 
already very substantial, would be augitfented, making it almost certain that 
the University could "capture" the Board and transform it into an appendage • 
TheT Board would pass away as a policy-maker, Glenny continuesAf it lacked^ 
more than one* of the. following political resources: the bac^Pig and confidence 
of the .goverhor, a balance of power among -the public colleges and universi- 
ties, and the support of a significant portion of the legislature. The 
support of the. governor was -the sole political resource which the Board • 
at that time could feel assured. If the University of Illinois Board of 
Trustees gained any afiditional g^eral-purpose campuses, the balance of power 
among the public colleges and universities, which was alteady strained 
because of the University's size, would be completely destroyed. The 
increased services the University would provide to the legislature from a 
Springfield campus would further increase its support in the legislature. 
Thus, assignment of a Springfield campus to the University of Illinois would 
cause further imbalance gf power among the public .coMeges and universities 
and would increase the support within the legislature for ^the University of 
Illinoi^ The Illinois Board of Higher Education would- lack two of the three 
. political^resouzt:es important to Jthe maintenance of >lts influence in state- 
\^ide master planning as well as in its other assigned functions, ^ 

In sum, the potefttial assignment of 'either of the two campuses to the j:^-' 
University of Illinois was perceived by the executive director of the Illinois^ 
Board of Higher Education as having the effect of increasing the political 
resources of the University to such an extent that it would.be Virtually 
impossible to attain the Board's goal of leadership in statewide master, 
planning^ * 

^» Effect of the New Campus Governance Assignments Controversy - 
^ !• University of Illinois — Goal Frustration 

M 

/ m 

The failure of the University of Illinois to gain either of the two new 
general -purpose campuses must be judged a major frustration of its goal of 
developing new campuses. In both the Navy *ier reopening case and the fiew ^ 
campu^overnance assignment case, campuses had been denied to the University, 

In December 1067, tllere was mention by. the Illinois Board of Highef 
Education of the development of two campuses ih addition to the two whose 
later stage a were being planned pursuant to Senate Bill 955. One of these 
campuses would concentrate on the pure and applied sciences and would be 
located hear the Atoijkic Energy .Commission nuclear reactor in Weston, Illinois, 
' References were mad6 to the likelihood that, the campus would be a pai;t of 
the University of Illinois, By the time this suggestion was made, however. 
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there was already 'the beginnings of a consensus that the ^tate would nob need 
additional campuses beyond the new Chicago and -Sp^^ingf i'eld campuses. ^The " 
report of the Conunittee on New Institutions ^ the Illinois Board of Higher 
Education in December 1971 later confirmed this consensus. ,|t recommended 
that no new senior college campuses be planned. Subsequent to the new campus 
governance assignments controversy/ there have been no opportunities for 
the University yf Illirioia to develop new gpneral-purpose campuses. 

That the university attached scxne importance to the goal of develepnent 
of new general-purpose c?^puses was evidencerd by the frequent articulation 
or the goal during the pei^iod 1963-67 and repeated efforts aimed at attainment 
of that goal. The author ^inds^no evidence that the University considered 
the attainment of the goal.^to be Qentral to its survival. 
^ ' . 

2/ IlJ-inois Board jo^f Higher , Education — Goal Protection 

The success of the Illinois, Board of Higljier Education in denying govern- 
ance of the n6w campuses planned pursuant to Senate Bil»l 955 to the University 
of Illinois is judged By Palola and others to be a major validation of the 
Illinois Board of Higher Education planning authority. The Board had "been 
successful in two confrontations (both the Navy pier reopening case ahd the 
new campus governance assignment case) with the University in which the^ 
University had aggressively planned Ibr new campuses. 28 xhe Board also 
perceived the^ denial of the Springfield campus to the University of Illinois 
as preventing any increase in 'the University's political resources which 
would have resulted from the operation of a campus in the state capital. 
An iiyirrease in University political resources would have threatened not only 
'the principal Board, go^li that of leadership in statewide master planning, 
also all other goals. 

In the opinion of this author, Palola and others overstate the degree 
of validation of the Illinois. Board of Higher Education master planning^ 
authority which the Board's success in the new campus govern^ince ca^e implied. 
The University of Illinois wo\>ld pose a significantly reduced threat to the | 
Board's master planning authorj^ty, only if the University ceased to plan on 
a statewide basis. The University of Illinois has noti stopped such planning. 
Tlecent examples include continued University statewide planning relative to 
its role dn medicine, nursing, and allied heiilth fields. 

The go^l of providing i^trcmg Readership in statewide master planning 
does 'apjJear to be central tp the self-maintenanc^ of the Illinois Board of 
Higher Education, the main. function assigned by statute to the Board was 
statewide master planning; the other functions undergird the performance of 
the master planning functions No organization can feel secure v^en the 
exclusivity of the principal f xiriction it ha^ been assigned- by statute is 
disputed. ' . u ^ 
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V. CASB SUMMARY • - ' . 

• o ■ _ ^ , 

The University of Illiftbis goal of adding new general-purpose campuses 
was directly frustrated by Illinois Board of Higher Education rejection of 
the plan3^ of "The University of Illinois and Piarvs for the Future," and 
by denial of governar>ce of. the Chicago and Sgringfield canqpuses provided for 
in Master plan' II. The Illinois Board of Higher Education goal of providing 
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stror\g. leadership irv statewide njaster planning was partially blocked by the 
mere existence of University. of IIJ.inois- statewide planning initiatives. 
The Board was able to protect its goal by denying the University of Illinois 
the fruit of its planning initiatives: reopening Navy Pier, funding for' 
planning for new campuses in several Downstate cities/ and governance of 
the Springfield and Chicago campuses provided for in Master Plan II. 

f ^ * . ' . 

tor tljte University of Illinois, the goal of adding new general-purpose 
campusks yas iir5)ortant but yet -only jon6 among a broad set of goals typical 
Qf^thetfully coraprehensiv^ university. The author^ has found no in"aication 
that University leadership), considered the goal to be of the first ord^r of 
inporteuTce or central to \ts self rmaintencuice*. 

As a new executive agency, the Illinois Board of Higher Education had a 
relatively naurrOwly limited function and was very concerned adx5ut fully ' 
iitqplementing that fiinction. ^Because statewide master plcuining was the major 
function assigned by statute to the Illinois Board of Higher Education, the 
^oal of providing strong leadership in statewide master planning was central 
to Board self -main teneuxce. 
; ' 

VI. DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

h 

This paper has applied some (organization^ theory concepts to provideSan 
additional perspective on statewide higher education coordination. The case 
examination provides an understanding of the institutional goals and self- 
maintenance which underlies the process during 4>ne historical period in one 
statQ. Further research- is needed, to provide a fuller perdpe^ptive over time 
^,n one estate as_environmental changes occur. The clarification of concepts 
rgm this additional reseaurch should probably precede any comparative ; 
amalysis between states. , 



Significant changes in the general state political environment have ^ 
occurred in Illinois during the 1970 's arS would appear to have had a m^jor- 
inqpact on institutional goals and self -maintenance in higher education c^t— 
dination. During the .mid .and late 1970* S/ conflict between thfe University of 
Illinois and Illinois Boaurd of Higher Education has been a less prominent 
aspectr of Illiifeis higher education coordination than was the case in th^ 
- 196d's. Ma j9r "political^ issues focus no longer on master planning for gro%^ 
but rather on acconmodating td a situation where higher education is a some- 
what lower priority .-and overall state revenue is tight. Now the primary 
Illinois Boaurd of Higher Education role relates to the budgetary process and 
legislativi^ and gubernatorial Expectations are mojfe specific. The most 
prominent conflict is that between the^ governor ((along with his budget office) 
and the coalition^^of public .universities led by the University of Illinois. 
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